Uity of Avaapalic

DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD & ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS
145 GORMAN STREET, THIRD FLOOR, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 2140
ANNAPOLIS (410} 260-2200 » BAX (410 263-9158 « TDD - Use M relay or 711 ¢ wvw anapolis gov

AR ATLS -

:
haviered F708

January 16, 2015

Terry Schuman, P. E.

Bay Engineering, Inc.

2661 Riva Road, Building 800
Annapolis, MD 21401

RE: Review of the December 5, 2014 Forest Consetvation Plan (FCP), Annapolis Townes at Neal Farm,

Mr. Schuman,
Below are our comments on the 12/05/2014 Forest Conservation Plan for Annapolis Townes at Neal Farm:

I. Sheet one:
a. Forest Conservation Worksheet: Item B: Deductions (FEMA Floodplain) 0.44. If MDE is reviewing the
floodplain area it can be deducted from the Total Tract Area. If MDE is not reviewing the flood plain area than
it will need to be included in the Net Tract Area.
b. Forest Conservation Worksheet: As noted in prior correspondence, assume 50 % tree mortality within 15° of
the LOD and adjust the worksheet accordingly. Please include the area between the storm drain pipe (going
down the slope) and the mulch access path.
c. Site Legend: Existing Steep Slopes. What percentage of steep slopes does this refer to?

2. Sheet two through five:
Piease use colors that are clearly legible to indicate the 15% to 25% existing slopes and the greater than 25%
existing slopes.

Please show existing and proposed grades more clearly within the entire limit of disturbance (LOD) and on
adjacent sites. Please label each contour line clearly on sheet two through five,

Show all trees 24” and greater within 15° of the LOD even if on an adjacent property.

Show the entire proposed 6’ wide upper walking path in green so that it is clear which trees may need to be
1em0ved

3. Asnoted in prior correspondence, please overlay the proposed deve]opnient plan on an aerial photo
(taken in the winter if possible) of the property. Please include a 24” by 36” sheet (color copy) with the next
FCP application '

4, Natural Resources Article §5-1607 (¢) outlines priority areas for retention and protection:
(1) (i): Trees, shrubs, and plants located in sensitive areas including intermittent and perennial streams
and their buffers, and steep slopes.




(ii): Contiguous forest.
(2) (ii) Trees having a diameter, measured at 4.5 feet above the ground of;
1. 30 inches; or
2. 75% of the diameter, measured at 4.5 feet above the ground of the current State Champion Tree of
that species as designated by the Department,

An intermittent stream exists on the site. The intermittent stream and its buffer are a Priority Area for Retention
and Protection,

Extensive forested steep slopes (15% and greater) exist on the site. The forested steep slopes are a Priority Area
for Retention and Protection.

All on site forest, because it is part of a contiguous forest, has been designated as a Priority Area for Retention
and Protection and is ranked as a Priority 1 Stand in the approved Forest Stand Delineation.

Trees 30 inches in diameter or greater exist on the site. These trees are a Priority for Retention and Protection
and require a variance for removal,

Please indicate if trees 75% of the diameter, measured at 4.5 feet above the ground of the current State
Champion Tree of that species as designated by the Department exist on site.

The proposed LOD, particularly the step pool conveyance system, units 37-50, the two micro-bioretention
arcas, the 10 step pool access path, the 6’ and 4’walking paths, the storm drain pipes, and the 6’ retaining wall,
significantly encroaches on the existing forested steep slopes, forested slope buffer, and specimen tree 108, and
disturbs the intermittent stream buffer,

The State Forest Conservation Technical Manual (Manual), Third Edition, 1997, op page 3-21, section 3.2.1
provides guidance on protection of contiguous forest through planning:
a. Minimize habitat fragmentation by developing or disturbing existing edges, and restricting creation
of new edges or openings.
b. Minimize fragmentation by retaining continuous canopy and understory cover.

The impacted forest on and adjacent to steep slopes has almost a 100% canopy closure, The proposed LOD will
open up the canopy in existing forested areas and will more than likely cause significant degradation of the
surrounding forest and affected steep slopes.

Move the LOD outside of the 25” steep slope buffer (shown on sheet two through sheet five) to preserve the
existing contiguous forest and the existing forested steep slopes and move the LLOD to preserve specimen tree
108 and the intermittent stream buffer.

The Forest Conservation allows incursion into Priority Areas for Retention and Protection if it can be
demonstrated by the applicant that reasonable efforts have been made to protect them and the plan cannot
reasonably be altered,

Please provide a detailed demonstration as required by Natural Resources Article §5-1607 (¢) (page 14 and 15)
and the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual, Third Edition, 1997 (page 3-5/6, section 3.1.1) if any arca
listed under item 1 and 2 and item 1 through 3 respectively is within the LOD. Please answer the specific
questions.




3. Comments pertaining to the November 19, 2014 letter from Mr, Klebasco pertaining to the forest at the
Annapolis Townes at Neal Farm site:
In order to change the condition rating of existing trees and forest stands the approved Forest Stand Delineation
(FSD) will need to be revised. Please submit an amendment to the approved FSD for review.

Klebasco Environmental, LLC prepared a FSD report dated April 19, 2013 and FSD plan dated October 31,
2012. Please explain what changed in tree and forest conditions from these dates to November 18, 2014 to
warrant a change in the condition rating of several existing trees and forest stands.

4. Please submit a variance for the removal of any tree associated with an historic structure, a Champion
Tree, a tree with a diameter which is 75% of the State Champion of that species, or a tree 30” or larger with the
next FCP application,

5. Please show how a 50% canopy will be achieved on the site by 2036. Please include documentation with
the next FCP application.

6. Grading permit phase: please submit a landscape plan that will show the following:
a. a vegetative buffer along adjacent properties that includes numerous trees.
b. supplemental tree planting along the forest edge to aid in invasive species control of adjacent forest
as well as supplemental tree planting in open spots in the existing forest,
c. mitigation according to City Code section 17.09.070 for the removal of any tree 24” in diameter or
greater.,

7. Grading permit phase, sheet six and seven; All tree protection fencing shall be 4’ high chain link fence
with round metal posts at least every 10, In areas were root pruning will take place super silt fence may be
used as tree protection fencing if installed in the root prune trench. Please use filter log (12” minimum) with 4°
high chain link fence as tree protection instead of super silt fence in the critical root zone of existing trees if no
root pruning will be done and with the approval of the Sediment and Erosion Control Inspector. Change the
tree protection fence detail on sheet six and section three and four on sheet seven accordingly.,

8. Grading permit phase: submit a detailed invasive exotic plants control plan and tree management plan for
implementation during the entire construction process and for five years after completion of the entire project.
Semi-annual updates will need to be submitted to the City’s Environmentalist in April and October.

Stormwater Management;

Computations:
I. Onp. 12 and pl. 13, the computations show HSG D soil types for 38,003 SF. Where is this focated?
Using Web Soil Survey, it appears that the HSG is only C for this project.

2. Onp. 14, the Step Pool Conveyance is indicated to be providing ESDv or 3,069 CE. Step Pool
Conveyances are considered to be structural practices for stormwater management. The ESD target is not met
with the ESD practices so additional management is required. A quick check of the numbers provided indicates
that the volume of runoff to be treated with the step pool conveyance is 3,610 CF to meet the ESD goals. It is
acknowledged that this is a final design procedure and these plans are conceptual, but the increased sizing for
the step pool conveyance will impact a wooded area.

3. Onp. 21, the micro-bioretention total combined storage is showing an enhanced filter. No additional
computations were provided for this part of the practice. Additionally, the ESDv max for this area is 1081.60




CF which is less than the 1488.50 CF being provided by the ponding and media storage. The enhanced filter
cannot be credited here,

4. The proposed TR-55 shows a flow rate that is more than double the existing for the 10 year event. Will
the step pool conveyance be able to handle this increase flow and remain stabilized? This could cause the toe of
the slope to be unstable.

Plans:
1. The pipe directing runoff to the step pool conveyance will not be easily accessible to repair if there is an
issue with the pipe because it is not adjacent to the access path.

2. Micro bioretention area 2 is adjacent to a retaining wall that éppears to be 6.5 feet in one area, This
might be problematic for the retaining wall foundation with the invert of the MB-2 being 5.17 feet from the
surface.

3. MB-2 is located close to a steep slope. Please confirm the capture runoff will not be seeping through the
slope and cause slope failure.

4, Please provide information on how maintenance of the MB-2 is to occur and how access to MB-2 is
obtained.

5. The permeable pavement appears to be receiving runoff from the adjacent areas.

Planning and Zoning:

1. P&Z prior comment #5 regarding the proposed SWM step pool system remains. The revised proposal
does not adequately protect large specimen trees on the steep slopes nor at the bottom of the slope. The
proposed design includes disturbance within the intermittent stream buffer. The outfall, grading, piping and
access path should better respect these sensitive environmental features.

2. P&Z prior comment #7 regarding inadequate property boundary buffers remains. Proposed planting
buffers of 5 - 12 feet are simply too narrow to support mature canopy and evergreen tree species.

3. P&Z prior comment #9 regarding a lack of guest parking remains, primarily because of proposed guest
parking in the buffer areas which may be removed to provide adequate planting space.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

??M%%}ﬁfm
Frank Biba, AIGP, LEED AP
Chief, Environmental Programs

cc: Maria Broadbent
Jan Van Zutphen
Matthew Waters
Thomas Smith




